reviewers and editors. There have even been suggestions of publishing un-reviewed preprints and allowing the community to assess which papers could merit a more thorough review based on interest. The parallels with the open source movement and its "public" quality assurance processes are evident (see also Harvey & Han, 2002 , and their discussion on the development of the Linux project-http://www.linux.org/).
Publishing more and allowing fast access to material (including datasets, tools, prototypes, etc.) is certainly one way to increase the information/effort ratio demanded by current ICT-driven, productivity-oriented modus operandi of the research community. Another way, which is employed by the Behavioral and Brain Sciences Journal (which carries an impact factor of 10), consists of publishing invited reviews in the form of discussion papers by single authors/reviewers or teams of authors/reviewers, together with the original paper and a short response paper by the authors. Although this process is not designed (primarily) to assure quality-yet does deliver on this too, almost by default-it allows a number of benefits: from the point of view of the reader it exposes a wide range of discussions (and possibly contradictory views) on a given subject "at one go", which drastically increases the information load received when reading the paper. From the point of view of the reviewer, it is certainly a "publication", and an exposure of his/her views within a well structured scientific discussion. From the point of view of the author, the process has the advantages of open review, which have been clearly identified in Kundzewicz & Koutsoyiannis (2005) . Arguably, this is a difficult model to implement and, probably, unsuitable for some very technical, highly specialised publications which do not lend themselves particularly well to debates; yet, for the (significant) number of papers for which this process could be applied, it could result in an increased visibility and could ensure a minimum of "proper" dissemination. This would certainly have positive side effects for journals in the form of increased impact factors, although a discussion on impact factors and their significance goes beyond our current theme. Another approach could be the one adopted by The Lancet where preprints of papers can be posted at a server while the paper is undergoing review, or the British Medical Journal's intention (Godlee, 2002) to go towards real-time online open reviews followed by an open commentary session prior to publication, enabling, at least in principle, the "best of both worlds".
It could be further argued that open commentaries and moderated discussion sessions on published work, accessible and therefore peer reviewed by the academic community at large, rather than a few individuals (similar to web-based knowledge dissemination platforms such as Wikipedia-http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Main_Page-based on wiki-http://wiki.org/wiki.cgi?WhatIsWiki) could eventually change the role of Editors towards that of Moderators. This is, however, a long way away and for it to work, significant changes are required, not only to the scientific publishing domain, but, perhaps more importantly, to the criteria and indicators of academic performance, which ultimately dictate the form of academic publication authors select for their work.
